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S200-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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S204-2

S204-3
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S204-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects attributed to air
pollutants and includes revised impacts and mitigation measures.
Section 4.14.4 discusses noise impacts. Section 4.18.4 discusses
water quality. Section 4.8.4 discusses coastal ecosystems. Section
4.2 discusses public safety. Section 4.2.7.3 and Appendix C3-2
contain information on LNG carrier security. Section 4.2.7.6 and the
Independent Risk Assessment in Appendix C provide additional
information on security.

S204-2
Section 1.1.1 contains information on the process used by the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, which
establishes a licensing system for ownership, construction and
operation of deepwater port (DWP) facilities. As discussed, the role
of the Maritime Administration (MARAD) is to balance the
Congressionally imposed mandates (33 U.S.C. 1501) of the DWPA,
including those to protect the environment; the interests of the
United States and those of adjacent coastal states in the location,
construction, and operation of deepwater ports; and the interests of
adjacent coastal states concerning the right to regulate growth,
determine land use, and otherwise protect the environment in
accordance with law.

At the same time, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is
reviewing the application to ultimately decide whether to grant the
Applicant a lease to cross State sovereign lands. As described in
Section 1.2.1, "[t]he CSLC authorizes leasing of State lands to
qualified applicants based on what it deems to be in the best
interest of the State in compliance with the [California
Environmental Quality Act]."

Section 1.1.2 contains information on the Governor of California's
role in DWP licensing. As discussed, MARAD may not issue a
license without the approval of the Governor of the adjacent coastal
state (33 U.S.C. 1503(c)(8)). Section 1.1.3 contains information on
the role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):
"[t]he Port must meet all Federal and State requirements and is
required to obtain air and water discharge permits from the
USEPA." Section 1.2.1 contains additional information on Federal
and State responsibilities. Section 1.1.4 contains information on the
role of the CSLC to consider whether or not to grant a lease of
State lands for the subsea pipelines. The lease may also include
conditions relating to those parts of the Project not located on the
lease premises. As described in Section 1.3.1, one of the main



purposes of the EIS/EIR for MARAD is to "(f)acilitate a
determination of whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the
DWP would be located, constructed, and operated in a manner that
represents the best available technology necessary to prevent or
minimize any adverse impacts on the marine environment."

The USEPA, the U.S. Department of Commerce, including NOAA's
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS or NOAA Fisheries
Service), and the U.S. Department of the Interior, including the
Minerals Management Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, are cooperating Federal agencies.

As discussed in Section 1.3.2, for significant impacts, the CSLC
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve
the Project if the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines section
15093(a)). After the CSLC's decision, other State and local
agencies may take actions on the Project, i.e., on related permits or
necessary approvals. These agencies include the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Coastal Commission, the
California Department of Fish and Game, the California Air
Resources Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the California Department of Transportation, the City of
Oxnard and/or Ventura County (for the onshore part of the Project
within the coastal zone), and local air quality control districts such
as the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District. Section 1.4.2 contains
information on the changes to the proposed Project that have been
made during the environmental review process.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

California Senate Bill 426 (Simitian), which would have created a
ranking process for different LNG projects, was re-referred to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Commerce on
August 24, 2006. As of November 30, 2006, the Legislature's
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Current Bill Status shows it as "From Assembly without further
action," which ended the consideration of the bill during the
2005-06 Legislative Session.

S204-3
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

S204-4
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent
Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public
safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis
indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident or
intentional incident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident or intentional
incident involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the
FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles)
from the shoreline.

2006/S204
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S204-6

S204-7

S204-8

S204-9

S204-10
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S204-5
Section 1.2.1 contains information on the USCG and State formal
hearings.

Following publication of this Final EIS/EIR, MARAD, the USCG,
and the CSLC will serve public notice and hold final hearings.
MARAD and the USCG will hold a final DWPA license hearing in
accordance with 33 CFR 148.222. After the final license hearing is
concluded by MARAD and the USCG, the Commandant
(CG-3PSO), in coordination with the Administrator of MARAD, will
consider any requests for a formal hearing as specified in 33 CFR
148.228. The CSLC will hold a hearing to certify the EIR and make
the decision whether to grant a lease.

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties and responsibilities
based upon information and analyses contained in a biennial
integrated energy policy report adopted by the CEC." Section 1.2.1
also describes the public process that is used to develop the
Integrated Energy Policy Reports to ensure that California's
energy-related interests and needs are met.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

S204-6
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



As stated in Section 4.6.2, BHPB has stated that 18 entities have
executed letters of interest in the possible purchase of natural gas
when it becomes available from Cabrillo Port. These prospective
customers represent a range of natural gas purchasers including
utilities, electricity generators, cogenerators, manufacturers, and
trade groups.

S204-7
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised discussion of Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures. Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2
contain information on Project emissions of greenhouse gases and
recent California legislation regarding emissions of greenhouse
gases.

The Applicant is required to adhere to all applicable Federal, State,
and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements in the
execution of all phases of the Project. Section 4.2.6 of the Revised
Draft EIR states, "The environmental and occupational safety
record for the Applicant's worldwide operations, including, for
example, mining ventures overseas, was not considered in
evaluating potential public safety concerns associated with this
Project because such operations are not directly comparable to the
processes in the proposed Project." The conclusions in the EIS/EIR
are based on the analyses of potential environmental impacts of the
proposed Project and the implementation assumptions stated in
Section 4.1.7. However, the Applicant's safety and environmental
record will be taken into account by decision-makers when they
consider the proposed Project. Section 4.2.6 addresses the
Applicant's safety and environmental record. The Applicant is
required to adhere to all applicable local, State, and Federal laws,
regulations, and permit requirements in the execution of all phases
of the Project.

S204-8
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.

S204-9
See the response to Comment S204-3.

S204-10
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken

2006/S204



into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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S207-1
In addition to this letter sent to the Honorable Steve Westly,
identical letters from Joseph L. Dunn also were sent to the
Honorable Cruz Bustamante and Michael C. Genest.

S207-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

S207-3
As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties based upon
information and analyses contained in a biennial integrated energy
policy report adopted by the CEC." Section 1.2.1 also describes the
public process that is used to develop the Integrated Energy Policy
Reports to ensure that California's energy-related interests and
needs are met.

S207-4
Section 1.1.1 contains information on the process used by the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, which
establishes a licensing system for ownership, construction and
operation of deepwater port (DWP) facilities. As discussed, the role
of the Maritime Administration (MARAD) is to balance the
Congressionally imposed mandates (33 U.S.C. 1501) of the DWPA,
including those to protect the environment; the interests of the
United States and those of adjacent coastal states in the location,
construction, and operation of deepwater ports; and the interests of
adjacent coastal states concerning the right to regulate growth,
determine land use, and otherwise protect the environment in
accordance with law.

At the same time, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) is
reviewing the application to ultimately decide whether to grant the
Applicant a lease to cross State sovereign lands. As described in
Section 1.2.1, "[t]he CSLC authorizes leasing of State lands to
qualified applicants based on what it deems to be in the best
interest of the State in compliance with the [California
Environmental Quality Act]."

Section 1.1.2 contains information on the Governor of California's
role in DWP licensing. As discussed, MARAD may not issue a
license without the approval of the Governor of the adjacent coastal
state (33 U.S.C. 1503(c)(8)). Section 1.1.3 contains information on
the role of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):



"[t]he Port must meet all Federal and State requirements and is
required to obtain air and water discharge permits from the
USEPA." Section 1.2.1 contains additional information on Federal
and State responsibilities. Section 1.1.4 contains information on the
role of the CSLC to consider whether or not to grant a lease of
State lands for the subsea pipelines. The lease may also include
conditions relating to those parts of the Project not located on the
lease premises. As described in Section 1.3.1, one of the main
purposes of the EIS/EIR for MARAD is to "(f)acilitate a
determination of whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the
DWP would be located, constructed, and operated in a manner that
represents the best available technology necessary to prevent or
minimize any adverse impacts on the marine environment."

The USEPA, the U.S. Department of Commerce, including NOAA's
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS or NOAA Fisheries
Service), and the U.S. Department of the Interior, including the
Minerals Management Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, are cooperating Federal agencies.

As discussed in Section 1.3.2, for significant impacts, the CSLC
must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to approve
the Project if the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or
other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines section
15093(a)). After the CSLC's decision, other State and local
agencies may take actions on the Project, i.e., on related permits or
necessary approvals. These agencies include the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Coastal Commission, the
California Department of Fish and Game, the California Air
Resources Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the California Department of Transportation, the City of
Oxnard and/or Ventura County (for the onshore part of the Project
within the coastal zone), and local air quality control districts such
as the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District and the South
Coast Air Quality Management District. Section 1.4.2 contains
information on the changes to the proposed Project that have been
made during the environmental review process.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
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California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

California Senate Bill 426 (Simitian), which would have created a
ranking process for different LNG projects, was re-referred to the
California Assembly Committee on Utilities and Commerce on
August 24, 2006. As of November 30, 2006, the Legislature's
Current Bill Status shows it as "From Assembly without further
action," which ended the consideration of the bill during the
2005-06 Legislative Session.

S207-5
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

Following publication of this Final EIS/EIR, MARAD, the USCG,
and the CSLC will serve public notice and hold final hearings.
MARAD and the USCG will hold a final DWPA license hearing in
accordance with 33 CFR 148.222. After the final license hearing is
concluded by MARAD and the USCG, the Commandant
(CG-3PSO), in coordination with the Administrator of MARAD, will
consider any requests for a formal hearing as specified in 33 CFR
148.228. The CSLC will hold a hearing to certify the EIR and make
the decision whether to grant a lease.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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S203-2
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S203-1
Sections 4.2.7.3 and 4.3.1.5 contain information on these topics.

S203-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



S209-1

S209-2
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S209-1
Thank you for the information.

S209-2
As indicated in Section 4.6.2, the natural gas imported by the
proposed Project would need to meet the requirements of Rule 30
and General Order 58-A of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) or it could not be accepted for distribution by
SoCalGas. Rule 30, as described, has specific requirements,
including a heating value range.

Section 4.6.2 contains additional information on the regulatory
setting affecting air quality and a revised discussion of the heating
value of imported natural gas that incorporates the recent
rulemaking by the CPUC. An analysis of the impacts of the CPUC
rulemaking is beyond the scope of this document as required by
NEPA and the CEQA.



S209-2
Continued
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S209-2 Continued



S210-1

2006/S210

S210-1
Thank you for the information.



S210-2

S210-3

S210-4

2006/S210

S210-2
Sections 4.20.1 and 4.20.3 have been revised to include updated
discussions of the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed
Clearwater Port and OceanWay LNG facilities, which in addition to
the Sound Energy Solutions project proposed in the Port of Long
Beach, are the only proposals for which applications have been
filed.

S210-3
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission. As
stated in Section 1.2.3, "[t]he California Legislature recognizes that
the CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning
organization and the CEC is responsible for determining the energy
needs of California."

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties based upon
information and analyses contained in a biennial integrated energy
policy report adopted by CEC." Section 1.2.1 also describes the
public process that is used to develop the Integrated Energy Policy
Reports to ensure that California's energy-related interests and
needs are met.

S210-4
Section 1.0, "Introduction," has been updated to more clearly
specify the throughput figures used in the environmental analysis.
As stated, "Under normal operating conditions, the annual average
throughput would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the
Applicant has calculated that maximum operating scenarios would
allow deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days." In addition, applicable sections
of the document have been updated similarly to clarify the
throughput figures used in the analysis, including Sections 4.6, 4.7,
4.14, and 4.18.



S210-4
Continued

S210-5

S210-6

S210-7

S210-8
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S210-4 Continued

S210-5
Section 2.2.2.3 has been revised to clarify that the document only
evaluates the impacts of a single LNG carrier berth on the FSRU
and that additional environmental documentation would be required
if a second berth were proposed to be added.

As stated in Section 2.2.2.3, the proposed Project includes "a single
berth and LNG receiving facility to be located on the starboard side
of the FSRU initially, with an option to install similar facilities on the
port side at a later date. The second berth, if added, would provide
operational flexibility under unusual conditions and would never be
used simultaneously because no more than one LNG carrier at a
time would unload." If added, the second berth would require a
modification of the FSRU license and additional environmental
review.

S210-6
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The Applicant has reduced the number of LNG carriers
that would call on the FSRU annually from a maximum of 130 to a
maximum of 99. As a result, the number of LNG carriers docking at
the FSRU weekly would be reduced from an average of two to
three per week to one to two per week. Since a crew vessel would
meet each LNG carrier, the number of crew vessel trips to and from
Port Hueneme would also change. See Section 4.3 for more
information in this regard.

S210-7
Section 4.1.8.5 contains information on existing wind conditions at
the offshore Project site. Figure 2.1-2 depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident; impacts would not reach the shoreline.
Section 2.3.5.3 of the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (see
Appendix C1) contains information on the environmental,
meteorological, and ocean conditions that were considered in the
modeling of LNG spills and dispersion. The IRA defines and
evaluates representative worst credible cases (scenarios of events
that would lead to the most serious potential impacts on public
safety).

For the worst credible intentional or accidental event release, it was
determined that a wind speed of 2 m/s (4.5 mph) resulted in the
worst case in which the flammable vapor cloud extended about 6.3



NM (7.3 miles or 11.7 km) downwind from the FSRU. Higher wind
speeds would cause the gas to dissipate more quickly to below the
lower flammable limit; therefore, the potential impact distance
would not be as great.

S210-8
Table 4.2-14 in Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on regulatory
requirements for pipelines. Additional safety measures have been
implemented since the 1994 incident. As shown, the Pipeline
Safety Improvement Act of 2002 contains requirements to identify
high consequence areas and to implement Pipeline Integrity
Management Programs in identified areas. Appendix C3-3 under
"Determination of High Consequence Areas" contains information
on how a potential impact circle is calculated according to 49 CFR
192.905. The analysis in the EIS/EIR is consistent with these
requirements.
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Continued

S210-9

S210-10

S210-11

S210-12

2006/S210

S210-8 Continued

S210-9
As discussed in Section 4.2.7.2, the 5 kilowatt per square meter
(kw/m2) value is "...based on both exposure time and damage
levels. The National Fire Protection Association (NPFA) standard
for the production, storage, and handling of LNG (Standard 59A)
recommends that an incident heat flux value of 5 kw/m2 be the
design level that should not be exceeded at a property line or
where people gather. The NFPA is an international nonprofit
organization that advocates for fire prevention and serves as an
authority on public safety practices. Based on its field experience,
the NFPA believes the current thermal limit is reasonable and has
no plans to revise it. The IRA adopted the NFPA levels." The
onshore pipelines are not regulated by HUD; they are regulated by
the agencies shown on Table 4.2-3 in Section 4.2.4.1. The 5 kw/m2

value was also used in the development of the Pipeline Integrity
Management Program, which is required under 49 CFR Part 192
and regulated by the U.S. Department of Transportation Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration Office of Pipeline
Safety.

S210-10
As discussed in Section 4.2.7.6, Impact PS-1 addresses potential
minor releases of LNG that could affect members of the public and
concludes that the impact would be adverse but reduced to a level
below its significance criteria with the implementation of the
mitigation measures. Impact PS-2 contains information on larger
LNG spills that have the potential to affect the public, and
concludes that even with mitigation measures, it would still
potentially be a significant (Class I) impact.

S210-11
The proposed Project includes the use of internal inspection
devices (see page 2-41 of the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR.)
Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIS/EIR contains information on this
topic. Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on pipeline safety and
inspections.

S210-12
Section 4.2.8.1 contains background information on natural gas
pipelines and historic incident data. As shown, the number of
incidents has declined significantly over the last 33 years. Table
4.2-10 contains specific information regarding the causes of natural
gas transmission line incidents. Table 4.2-11 contains information
on the incidents that SoCalGas has reported to the National



Response Center. This information does not support the need to
conduct a population-based pipeline risk analysis to develop
pertinent design on mitigation measures.

Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.
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S210-12
Continued

S210-13

S210-14

S210-15

2006/S210

S210-12 Continued

S210-13
As discussed in Section 4.2.8.4, the proposed Project already
includes mitigation that exceeds regulatory standards. As stated
under AM PS-4a, "(t)he Applicant or its designated representative
would construct all pipeline segments to meet the minimum design
criteria for a USDOT Class 3 location," even though Class 1 or 2
would be allowed for most of the pipeline routes. See Table 4.2-15
for a definition of pipeline location class definitions. As stated in
Section 4.2.8.2, the higher class location means that "(p)ipe wall
thickness and pipeline design pressures, hydrostatic test pressures,
maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP), inspection and
testing of welds, and frequency of pipeline patrols and leak surveys
must all conform to higher standards." In addition, the valve spacing
and design for Project pipelines exceed the minimum design criteria
contained in 49 CFR Part 192.

S210-14
There are several definitions for the term "allision." If the term is
meant to imply a collision with a fixed object, the FSRU is not a
fixed object. Part of any energy of a collision with the FSRU would
be transferred into movement of the FSRU which is moored at the
stern to allow weather veining. The marine collision scenario takes
into account the potential LNG spill from a marine collision (see
Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-8 and Section 4.2.7.6). Appendix D to the IRA
(see Appendix C1) contains information on the use of the finite
element model to calculate hole sizes resulting from accidental ship
collision with the FSRU; Figure 6.1 shows the collision speeds for
several ship types that would be required to create a hole in the
LNG containment tank. "Independent Risk Assessment" in Section
4.2.7.6 summarizes the results of the IRA analysis.

The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1) defines
and evaluates representative worst credible cases (scenarios of
events that would lead to the most serious potential impacts on
public safety). These included accidents that would affect one, two,
or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that



the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

S210-15
Responses to comments in this attached letter from the Port
Hueneme Harbor Safety Committee are contained in 2006
Comment Letter L221.

2006/S210



S210-16

S210-17

S210-18

S210-19

2006/S210

S210-16
Figure 4.4-20 has been added to the end of Section 4.4. This figure
shows the locations of all 18 key observation points for all photos
used in Section 4.4, as well as for four new photos in Appendix F.

S210-17
Appendix F contains four new photographs, three of which are new
photograph simulations of the FSRU from elevated inland postions.
As suggested, the photographs were taken from higher elevations
at Mugu Peak, Sandstone Peak, Trifuno Lookout, and a point close
to Saddle Rock. The simulations did not result in any changes in or
conclusions of the analysis.

S210-18
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The following Project changes would reduce emissions of
nitrogen oxide and other air pollutants:
- Reduction in the number of LNG carriers and change in crew
vessel trips;
- Use of natural gas to power LNG carriers in California Coastal
Waters;
- Diesel-fueled support vessels with emission controls; and
- Use of specific engine standards for onshore construction
equipment.
The Applicant has committed to implement the following additional
measure to reduce air emissions:
- Repowering of existing non-Project vessels with cleaner-burning
engines.
These changes required revisions to air pollutant emission
estimates and related air quality analyses.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 contains revised
information on Project impacts and mitigation measures. These
revisions address the concurrent emission of ozone precursors
from the FSRU and Project vessels.

S210-19
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. LNG carriers associated with the Project would operate
on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG cargo) with 1 percent
diesel pilot during all operations in California Coastal Waters as
defined by the California Air Resources Board. Section 4.6.1.3
contains information on emissions from LNG carriers operating in
California Coastal Waters.
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S210-19 Continued

S210-20
Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.
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S210-20 Continued

S210-21
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised discussion of
emissions from Project construction and operations. Appendices
G1 and G2 include the assumptions and emission factors used to
calculate emissions. Impact AIR-4 in Section 4.6.4 addresses
emissions of NOx and ROC generated from the operation of the
FSRU.

S210-22
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which
recirculates water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling
system, except during annual maintenance (four days for the
closed loop tempered water cooling system, and four days for the
Moss tanks when the inert gas generator [IGG] would be
operating).

Because seawater would only be used during these maintenance
activities, the volume of seawater used would be greatly reduced.
Section 2.2.2.4 describes the proposed seawater uptakes and uses
for the FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes and
discharges during Project operations, and Appendix D6 describes
the closed loop water system.

The ichthyoplankton analysis (Appendix H and within Section 4.7)
has been revised to reflect current intake volumes. Tables 4.7-8a
and 4.7-8b in Section 4.7 provide a summary of the seawater
uptakes required for operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers that
were evaluated in the ichthyoplankton impact analysis.

S210-23
The source water body area was identified as a result of
consultation with experts (summarized in Section 4.1 of Appendix
H1 and in Appendix H1.1), who acknowledged that the methods
described in Appendix H1 to identify the source water body were
reasonable.
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S210-26

S210-27
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S210-23 Continued

S210-24
The CalCOFI database was created using a standard sampling
protocol that does not allow for analysis of discrete depth intervals
for ichthyoplankton. The analysis suggested in the comment is not
possible because, despite an extensive search of available
scientific literature, no other source of data was identified.

S210-25
The discussion of the report referenced in the comment was
removed from Section 4.7 because other reports were considered
to be more relevant.

S210-26
The lead agencies disagree with this interpretation of the
applicability of the California Thermal Plan; however, as a condition
of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit, the USEPA would limit the temperature for cooling water
discharge to a maximum of 20°F above ambient temperature at the
point of discharge and would allow a maximum increase of 4°F
above ambient temperature 1,000 feet down current from the
discharge point (see Appendix D6). The Applicant has modified the
Project to comply with these requirements. Sections 4.18.2 and
4.18.4 contain revised information on the thermal plume discharge.

S210-27
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. "Potable Water" in Section 2.2.2.6 contains information
on this topic. Water from the submerged combustion vaporizers
would be the primary source of potable water. Brine would be
discharged from the backup desalination units in accordance with a
facility-specific NPDES permit.
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S210-28
The biomass discussion in Section 4.7.4 has been updated.

S210-29
The USCG and CSLC believe that these significance criteria are
appropriate, and that the time periods suggested (one month for
toxicological impacts and one year for habitat disturbance) reflect
well established (see Section 4.7 References) marine species
response times and lifecycles. Therefore, the suggested edits were
not made.

S210-30
The suggested material has been added.

S210-31
The cooling water discharge discussions in Section 4.7.4 and
Appendix H1 have been revised to reflect reductions in seawater
requirements made subsequent to the issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR, and thus the first suggested edit is no longer
applicable. The second suggested edit was not made because
Appendix H1 accurately refers to a low flow rate and screening
which would reduce entrainment of aquatic organisms within the
intake volume.
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S210-32
Impact BioMar-8 in Section 4.7.4 has been updated to reflect oil
spill modeling for tugboats and service vessels during operation.

S210-33
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains updated information on
potential noise impacts on the marine environment and mitigation
measures to address such impacts. The information used to
develop these analyses was based on guidance furnished by
NOAA.
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S210-33 Continued

S210-34
Section 4.7 contains updated stock assessments for marine
mammals in the Project vicinity according to the latest available
information from NOAA. In addition, marine mammal experts (see
Appendix I) have been consulted regarding potential impacts and
mitigation, and based upon their expertise, text in Section 4.7 has
been clarified.

S210-35
See the response to Comment S210-33.
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S210-36
See the response to Comment S210-33.

S210-37
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 has been updated. As discussed
in MM BioMar-5b, the Acoustic Monitoring Plan would include the
following elements:
- Obtain pre-construction, site specific data;
- Obtain seasonal measurements at the Project site before
construction begins. Concurrently, measure levels of natural
ambient sound at the sampled depths in a variety of sea states.
Measure sounds of various vessels as they pass the Project site in
the nearby shipping lane;
- Take empirical measurements of operational sound;
- Document behaviors of marine mammals exposed to operational
noise, and concurrently measure sound levels from Project
operations received by the marine mammals, and;
- Evaluate acoustic monitoring results against NOAA Fisheries
(NMFS)-accepted sound thresholds.

Specifics of the acoustic monitoring plan will be determined during
consultation with appropriate regulatory agencies.

S210-38
Appendix I contains the results of consultation with NOAA
Fisheries.

S210-39
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 contains an updated discussion of
marine mammal impacts from noise, including an analysis of the
potential for Level A and B takes under the MMPA using the current
guidelines. This analysis uses estimated background noise levels
as a baseline, and thus takes into account the already heavily
ensonified waters in the Southern California Bight. The discussion
of cumulative noise impacts in Section 4.20.3.7 has been clarified
to acknowledge potential overlap with Point Mugu activities under
some operating scenarios.
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S210-39 Continued

S210-40
AM BioMar-9b is an Applicant measure, and as such contains
those protocols already incorporated into the proposed Project. In
addition, the LNG carriers will operate entirely within the Exclusive
Economic Zone of the U.S.

S210-41
The paragraph referred to in the comment (see Section 2.6.1)
further states that if the use of a coil or antenna would affect
sensitive habitats, other techniques would be used within the
drilling system and surface directional controls would not be used.

S210-42
The suggested change has been made to Table 4.12.2.
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S210-43
The recommended change has been made throughout the Final
EIS/EIR.

S210-44
The analysis conducted in Section 4.12.4 addresses impacts under
normal operating scenarios. The significance criterion used to
evaluate Impact HAZ-1 is cited in Section 4.12.3: "Use, store, or
dispose of oil and/or hazardous materials in a manner that results
in a release to the marine or terrestrial environment in an amount
equal to or greater than the reportable quantity for that material or
creates a substantial risk to human health." Under normal operating
conditions, there is no expectation that this significance criterion
would be exceeded.

The spills analyzed in BioMar-6 and BioMar-8 are worst case
scenarios. Since compliance with legal spill response requirements
and with implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in
Sections 4.12 and 4.7 is presumed, these worst case scenarios
would not be expected to occur.

S210-45
Section 4.18.4 has been revised to clarify the assessment of drilling
mud behavior and the volume of drilling mud that would potentially
be released.
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S210-49

2006/S210

S210-46
Section 4.18.4 has been revised to clarify that 5,000 gallons of
drilling fluid could be released from each exit borehole.

S210-47
Both versions of the Cherrington report intended 5,000 gallons per
borehole. In the July 2005 version, the 10,000 gallons referred to
the total loss of drilling fluids from both boreholes. The February
2006 version was more specific and stated the estimated drilling
fluid lost from each of the two boreholes, which totals 10,000
gallons.

S210-48
The lead agencies disagree with this interpretation of the
applicability of the California Thermal Plan; however, as a condition
of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit, the USEPA would limit the temperature for cooling water
discharge to a maximum of 20°F above ambient temperature at the
point of discharge and would allow a maximum increase of 4°F
above ambient temperature 1,000 feet down current from the
discharge point (see Appendix D6). The Applicant has modified the
Project to comply with these requirements. Sections 4.18.2 and
4.18.4 contain revised information on the thermal plume discharge.

S210-49
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which
recirculates water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling
system, except during annual maintenance (four days for the
closed loop tempered water cooling system, and four days for the
Moss tanks when the inert gas generator [IGG] would be
operating).

Because seawater would only be used as non-contact cooling
water during these maintenance activities, the volume of seawater
used would be greatly reduced. Seawater would also be used for
ballast. Section 2.2.2.4 describes the proposed seawater uptakes
and uses for the FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes
and discharges during Project operations, and Appendix D6
describes the closed loop water system and provides thermal
plume modeling analysis of discharges from the backup seawater
cooling system.

When either the backup seawater cooling system or the IGG are
operating, the temperature of the discharged seawater would be
elevated above ambient temperatures no more than 20°F at the



point of discharge and would be 1.39°F at 300 m from the point of
discharge during the worst case scenario. These thermal
discharges would comply with the California Thermal Plan (see
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 and Appendix D6).
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S210-50
Responses to comments in this attached letter from the Port
Hueneme Harbor Safety Committee are contained in 2006
Comment Letter L221.
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May 12, 2006 
 
 
 
 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South  State Clearinghouse No. 
2004021107 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
Attention:  Dwight E. Sanders 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
Safety equals distance.  This iron rule applies to a number of hazards in our 
environment, but to few more than to high-pressure and high-volume natural gas 
and refined petroleum pipelines.  For this reason, the California Department of 
Education, pursuant to the Legislature’s mandate that we establish regulations to 
ensure schoolsite safety, has included this provision in Title 5, Section 14010, of 
the California Code of Regulations: 
 

The site shall not be located near an above-ground water or fuel storage 
tank or within 1500 feet of the easement of an above ground or 
underground pipeline that can pose a safety hazard as determined by a 
risk analysis study, conducted by a competent professional, which may 
include certification from a local public utility commission. 

 
In response to this regulation, the Department has developed a pipeline risk 
analysis protocol for school districts to use to evaluate the risk posed by pipelines 
above 80psi within 1500 feet of a schoolsite.  We are advised by the industry that 
a 1500’ study zone may not always be sufficient in the case of very large 
capacity, high pressure lines.  I suspect that the pipelines proposed in this project 
fit into that category, making it prudent if not also necessary to evaluate a 
location within perhaps 2000’ of a pipeline easement.  
 
We are not persuaded by industry arguments that the proposed pipelines will be 
built to “state safety requirements” for design and construction, nor that they will 
always be operated without human failing.  We are all acquainted with the hubris 
that sailed the Titanic; we have all seen Murphy’s Law in action. 
 
As I testified at the Santa Clarita hearing, we applaud the successful effort by 
Southern California Gas and BHP-Billiton to relocate a length of the proposed 
pipeline from Highway 118 that passes by Mesa Union School to a location 

S004-1

2006/S004

S004-1
Thank you for the information. Your statement is included in the
public record and will be taken into account by decision-makers
when they consider the proposed Project.

Figure 2.1-1 identifies the location of the proposed pipeline.
Sections 4.13.3 and 4.13.4 contain information on potential impacts
on existing and future land uses near the proposed pipeline route
and mitigation to address impacts. As discussed in Section
4.13.2.1, "consistency with local land use plans must be viewed
within the context of the existing franchise agreements that Ventura
County and the Cities of Oxnard and Santa Clarita have with
SoCalGas. These franchise agreements grant the right, privilege,
and franchise for SoCalGas to lay and use pipelines and
appurtenances for transmitting and distributing natural gas for any
and all purposes under, along, across, or upon public streets and
other ROWs."

The design, construction, and operation of natural gas facilities are
highly regulated; the U.S. Department of Transportation's (USDOT)
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and the
California Public Utilities Commission's Division of Safety and
Reliability have jurisdiction over pipelines. Section 4.2.8 discusses
the background, regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures for
natural gas pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 describes Project-specific
valve spacing and design requirements.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a USDOT
Class 3 location. Also, MM PS-4c includes the installation of
additional mainline valves equipped with either remote valve
controls or automatic line break controls. SoCalGas operates
high-pressure natural gas pipelines throughout Southern California.

Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

As stated in Section 4.13.1.3, "[t]o qualify for State school bond
funds, school districts must meet standards established by statute



and regulation (California Code of Regulations Title 5 Section
14010). These regulations require that the school site 'shall not be
located near an above-ground water or fuel storage tank or within
1500 feet of the easement of an above ground or underground
pipeline that can pose a safety hazard as determined by a risk
analysis study, conducted by a competent professional, which may
include certification from a local public utility commission.' The
State Department of Education recommends the use of its May
2002 draft Proposed Standard Protocol Pipeline Risk Analysis to
guide the conduct of such a risk analysis after a school site is
selected...While this guidance has not been officially adopted, it is
the de facto acceptable assessment methodology."

Section 14010(h) does not prescribe a minimum setback for
proposed school sites from natural gas pipelines, and the existence
of a pipeline within 1,500 feet of a proposed school site does not
automatically preclude the site from approval. The results of the risk
analysis are used to determine the suitability of a proposed school
site and would be used to prescribe setback requirements on a
case-by-case basis.
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California State Lands Commission 
May 12, 2006 
Page 2 
 
 
farther to the north that should keep the students and teachers out of harm’s 
way.  We join the affected school districts in asking the State Lands Commission 
and all parties to ensure that a safe distance, as determined through the 
Department of Education’s peer-reviewed Pipeline Risk Protocol, from existing 
and actively pursued schoolsites be maintained.  This, in particular, may require 
that the proposed route from the on-shore terminus be moved to a position south 
of Hueneme Road in Ventura County.  Locational adjustments may be needed in 
Los Angeles County as well. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
s/ 
 
 
George M. Shaw, Field Representative 
School Facilities Planning Division 
ph.: 805-692-9913 
GShaw@cde.ca.gov 
 
cc:  Charles Weis, Ventura County Superintendent of Schools 
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S003-1
Thank you for the information.

S003-2
Section 4.8.4 discusses nesting seasons for bird species of
concern, and notes when construction would be prohibited during
the nesting season.
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S003-3

S003-4

S003-5
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S003-2 Continued

S003-3
Section 4.8 has been updated to include an analysis of impacts on
wildlife resources for the Center Road Valve Station.

S003-4
MM TerrBio-2f and MM TerrBio-2g in Section 4.8.4 have been
updated to incorporate the recommendations on tree replacemnt
ratio and native species.

S003-5
Section 4.8.4 discusses nesting seasons for bird species of
concern, and notes when construction would be prohibited during
the nesting season.
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S003-5 Continued

S003-6
The Applicant would comply with the California Department of Fish
and Game requirements cited in the comment. The Biological
Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan (AM
TerrBio-2b) in Section 4.8.4 addresses construction activities during
bird breeding season.

S003-7
California horned lark was added to Table 4.8-3b, in response to
the comment.

S003-8
Table 4.8-10 in Section 4.8.2 and Impacts TerrBio-1 and TerrBio-3
in Section 4.8.4 identify the requirement for a Streambed Alteration
Agreement.
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S003-8 Continued

S003-9
Site-specific data are not available. After consultation with NOAA
and marine biology experts, the use of the CalCOFI database was
determined to be appropriate for the purposes of the analyses
contained in this EIS/EIR. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently
collected over a period of time and are the best scientific data
currently available.
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S212-1
Section 3.4.2 contains information on the Mandalay shore crossing
alternative, which is analyzed by resource as applicable, in Chapter
4 sections under the heading "Alternative DWP Location Santa
Barbara Channel/Mandalay Shore Crossing/Gonzales Road
Pipeline."

S212-2
As described in Section 3.4.2, existing ROWs would be used for
both offshore and onshore pipelines. As described in Section 2.4,
the precise location of the onshore pipeline alignments would not
be known until detailed engineering and substructure research
would be performed and mapped onto the alignment drawings. As
discussed in Section 4.13.2.1, franchise agreements with local
municipalities grant SoCalGas the right to install pipelines within
existing ROWs.

S212-3
Section 4.16.1.2 discusses the projected onshore workforce and
housing. Table 4.16-7 provides the vacancy rates in the Project
area. Tables 4.16-8 and 4.16-9 provides a lists temporary
accommodations and camping areas that would be available in the
Project area.

Section 2.1 and Table 2.1-4 provide the size of the temporary
staging areas for construction. The exact locations of the staging
areas are not known at this time, but there are stipulations
throughout the document as to where they can be located. These
include that a staging area cannot be located within any
watercourse crossing. As described in Section 2.3.2, "[t]he HDB
staging area would be located on disturbed (previously occupied)
land." Impact TRANS-3 in Section 4.17.4 contains information on
parking for the construction work force.

Section 3.4.2 discusses the construction method for the Mandalay
Shore Crossing Alternative: "Similar to the proposed Project, it is
assumed that the alternative shoreline crossing would be
accomplished with HDB." NEPA and the CEQA do not dictate an
amount of information to be provided but rather prescribe a level of
treatment, which may in turn require varying amounts of information
to enable reviewers and decision-makers to evaluate and compare
alternatives.

S212-4
Section 4.15.5.2 contains revised information on nearby beach use
and the recreation-related visual impacts on users at these parks.
As stated in Section 4.15.5.2, "(t)he shore crossing would involve



HDB activities located between McGrath State Beach and
Mandalay Beach Park and connection to the Reliant Energy
Mandalay Generating Station. The construction across the beach
would result in construction activities and impacts similar to the
activities and impacts of the proposed shore crossing at Ormond
Beach." See REC-4 through REC-6 in Section 4.15.4 for a
discussion of onshore recreational impacts.

Section 4.4.4 contains information regarding visual impacts on
coastal viewsheds.

S212-5
Section 4.2.9.2 has been revised with a discussion of mitigation
measures that would apply to the Mandalay Shore Crossing
Alternative.

S212-6
Section 4.8.5.2 describes habitat at McGrath Lake and the Santa
Clara Estuary Natural Preserve and contains revised information on
impacts at the alternative shore crossing. Habitat impacts at the
lake and the river estuary would not occur from Project construction
activities because of the distance from the alternative pipeline right
of way.
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S212-6 Continued

S212-7
Section 4.8.5.2 contains updated information on these species for
the Mandalay Shore Crossing Alternative route.

S212-8
Thank you for the information.

S212-9
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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S205-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.
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S205-1 Continued

S205-2
AMs are Applicant measures that are part of the proposed Project.
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The text of AM AIR-4a has been revised to reflect these
changes.

The Energy Commission is respectfully directed to the Governor
with these recommendations. The Governor may include these as
conditions of the license to the Maritime Administrator
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S205-2 Continued

S205-3
Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has
committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.

S205-4
The Applicant would be required to develop a deepwater port
security plan in accordance with 33 CFR 150.15(x) of the
Deepwater Ports Final Rule (September 29, 2006), which stipulates
that the security plan must include security procedures comparable
to those required in 33 CFR 106. Therefore, in accordance with 33
CFR 106.240, an integral part of the plan will be communications
procedures that "effectively notify...facility personnel of changes in



security conditions at the...facility" (e.g., an unexpected action by
an approaching vessel or aircraft) and that also "allow effective and
continuous communications between...facility security personnel,
vessels interfacing with the...facility, the cognizant [USCG] District
Commander, and national and local authorities with security
responsibilities." See also Table 4.2.2 in Section 4.2 and Appendix
C3-2.
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S202-1
If the Applicant were to receive a license for the deepwater port
from MARAD and a lease from CSLC, the Applicant, or its
designated representative, would be required to adhere to all
applicable local, State, and Federal laws, regulations, and permit
requirements in the execution of all phases of the Project. Permits
required are listed in Section 1.6.

S202-2
Sections 1.6, 2.7.2.1, 4.8.4, 4.12.4, 4.18.2, and 4.18.4 discuss this
topic.

S202-3
Sections 1.6, 4.17.2, and 4.17.4 discuss CalTrans permits.
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S211-1
Thank you for the information.
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